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             Enhong Lin, a native and citizen of China, petitions for review of the

Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) summary affirmance of an Immigration

Judge’s (“IJ”) denial of his application for asylum and withholding of removal. 

We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review an adverse credibility

determination for substantial evidence, Chebchoub v. INS, 257 F.3d 1038, 1042

(9th Cir. 2001), and we deny the petition.

Substantial evidence supports the IJ’s adverse credibility decision, which

was based in part on inconsistencies between petitioner’s application and testimony

regarding monthly visits by government officials and an outstanding warrant for

his arrest, inconsistencies between his testimony and documentary evidence

regarding when he was terminated from his job, an inconsistency within his

testimony as to whether he was in hiding, and implausible testimony regarding

events before petitioner’s departure from China.  See Wang v. INS, 352 F.3d 1250,

1257-58 (9th Cir. 2003) (holding discrepancy between testimony and termination

notice supported adverse credibility finding); Alvarez-Santos v. INS, 332 F.3d

1245, 1254 (9th Cir. 2003) (holding inconsistency between application and

testimony and omission of pivotal event from application supported adverse

credibility finding); Chebchoub, 257 F.3d at 1043 (holding inconsistencies within

testimony that relate to the basis of petitioner’s alleged fear support adverse
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credibility finding); Singh-Kaur v. INS, 183 F.3d 1147, 1152-53 (9th Cir. 1999)

(holding implausible testimony supported adverse credibility finding).

Because petitioner failed to demonstrate that he is eligible for asylum, it

follows that he did not satisfy the more stringent standard for withholding of

removal.  See Farah v. Ashcroft, 348 F.3d 1153, 1156 (9th Cir. 2003).

Petitioner’s contention that the BIA’s summary affirmance violates his due

process rights is foreclosed by Falcon Carriche v. Ashcroft, 350 F.3d 845, 849-52

(9th Cir. 2003). 

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


